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SUMMARY AND COACLUSIONS

1. The Problem

a. The purpose of this Ettudy -,has to develop and improve metheds fo
in Interviewing prisoners of war and refugees to obtain Information of t:.., tort
useful In psychological wax-fare operations. The Army requirement r-ailed for
research based on direct intervirwing of escaped nationals of European satel-
lite countries.

b. The effect of various interrogation factors on the amount of inormation
obandfo eueswas exam-ined under ",ontrndled conditions. The four

iactrs eletedforstudy were the interrogator, ihe source, the manner of

2. The Method

a. Sixty-four interrogations ol recent male refugees fromn the East Zone
- - of Germany were conducted in Giessen, Gt-rmany, In March and April 195,5.

The four interrofgators were German nationals who were given thorough train-
tIng at the beginning of the experiment; each of then- conducted 16 int(erviews
4,, c~zc, I A5 ahers. The interviews, which averaged 2 1/2 hours in lent '1,
were recorded. In order iul.v the inte- rogaitor N-c 'L.; cnzntrato on the
source's reactions.

b. The research design perrtitted 32 differen~t combinations of the four
main factors under sludy: Each ititerview was conducted with a source of
either a higher or at lower level of educattinn, in either a permissive or a more
formal manner, using one of two orma of the jntervicv.- schedule, by one of

- the four interrogators, Two interviews were conducted for e .h of !he
32 combinations.

e. The interrogation schedule was 6esigned to obtain socio -psychiological
information. Tie four topics, selected from among sit suggested by the Office
of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, were living conditiorns in East Germany,
attitudes toward Russia, reactions to propaganda, aind attitudes toward itic
United States. The questions in the two forms of the schedule were substan-
lively the same, but their order and phrasing differed.ft d. The amoun, of information obtained irumn e~ch interrogation waa meas-
ured in two ways: total units of information, and aver-age units per question.

3.FiiL

a. 'r sotirces with 11 or muorc yeirs of schooling gave orignificantly more
iforur ithop than id those with les-s edu. This finrding held for ali iour
topics in 0he interrogationt schedule.

2W
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h. The over-all amount of infor'natlon secured bY the four interiogators
did not differ significantly. However, the intei'vogatorB did differ in their per-.
formance with sources of different eduvational levels. Those ititerrogatoi%,
w'-o obtained tthe rmiat intOrniatitn from hlgher- ducaled sources clltairv-d the
le~st front respondene of lowl-r education; others performed rei~ively better
with lower-educated than with higher-educated sources.

c. No significa.nt difference was found in the amount of information
obtained with 'he permisRs.ve arnd more formal ("businesslike")tQol:s
Reliance canot be placed in this finding, howr-ver, because therv is evidence
tniat a sizable proportion of the sources did not perceive the "businesslike"
interview as having the cold and iin.personal characteristics itended. Thus
the two techniques. as applied in this experiment. may have )Xen perctived in
substantially the same way bv thesie sources.

d. In the teat of the variations in the interrogation schedule, no significant
differences were found between the various patterns. Sources gave abboit th,*
vane amount of Lizformation whether:

(1) Each group of specific questions was preceded by a general ques-
tion, or only the %ijecific questions were asked.

(2) Factutil or attitudinal questioiis were askcd first on a given topic.
(3) Thtey %rere asked to deacribe the attitudes of other people on a

topic (attitude toward the United States), or to stute their own opinions. It had
been thought that sources unwilling to speak freely for themselves might pro-
ject their own opinions when talking in more general terms.

_- e. Provocative statements yielded bignificantly more units of infor matio;n
than related open-end question&.

4. Conclusioas and Recommnendations

a. Y in ny ora!izationB based on this zesearcr, the special conditions
that surroundedI the cuiie :.oi Of 111C data zmust be t.ken in, account:

__ (1) The extent to which the respondents were willing to cooperate
with the American agency which interrogated then-iwas contingent not only upon
very personal motives but also upon the international situation between the
East and the West at the time. In war time c'nayy refugees may be extremely
reluctant to cooperate, especially if their sympathies lie with the enemiy.

44W(2) interrogators of other na~tionalities may p<erform dilfererti.
In addition, the intensive train-ing and close observation of the interro-

gatrs n hisexeriment probably tended to reduce deviation from tOe

specified procedures.
(3) The criterion used to evaluate the resuilts of the interrogationa

.~as restricted to amount of information obtained; there was no way to esti-
mate either the yalidity' of the information or its rele-vance to psychological
warfare purposeis.

b. The major conclusions drawn from this research are thebe:
'I) For thE type of socio-psychologic-.l intelligence uisuailly called

for in pbych,ug1cai z-arfare, nep highiv ?ducatcd sources ap,-ear to 4e
better informants than sources with l or edu, .tional background. Not only
do well-educated responett provide mc -- e information. but there is some

indication th at they -nay also tend to be mo. e --)nk and make less effort to
ingra.tiate themselves.

4- - --- 4



(2) Although CKtreinely careful training of interrogatorsi and Monitur-
lug of some interrogations on a spot-check basis can ntinimize differences
ainong hiterviewers i. over-all performance, differences in their success
with -.arious iypes of inJividuals probaibly will reinain. Some i'iterrtogatora
apparently do their hest worK with more highl 'y educated respondentq. ,4iile
others are particularly ad-,pt at seciuring information from sourcea of lower
educattonal leveis. The characterintics which differentiate between inter'ro-
gators ir. this 'z could not be determinea irn the present study because o(
the small number of interrogators iied

(3) The crucial point with regard to the effect of the treatment uned
in dealing with a source may be hi -s owr prceptior of this treatment, and this
in tuvi-n may be inifluenced by his expeuta~ion. The indication that. becalisc of
cultural factovs. some of the sources did not perceive the "businessi' -"

inter:'clation procediire as Eubatantially different from the permiamive atakes
this part of the study inconcius.'ve. They only suggest that under certA'n cir-
cumnstances, with interviewers well trained in probing, either technique 'may
come up with substantially the same amoviit of information.

* I (0i When the number of specific questions on a topic is large and
fairly exhaustive. the amount of iV'forn-ation outainei per question will not bc
seriously affected by the presence or abeence of a preceiimig gen~era! question.

* (5) When respondents are cooperative and have nothing to fear from
the interviewisig situation, tie- give Lpproximately the same amount of infrr-
ima~ioz. wheth,-r they report about their own opinions or their impressions of
othtrs' opinicns. Therefore, the decialor. on whether to ask attitude questions
in a "personal" or 'impersonal' way can be based on other considerations.

(6) insermting exaggerated or obviously incorrect citatements into the
schedule provokes respondents into set' ing thc interrogator srih~n ec
ia an effective way' of obtaining additfu.naI information,. tagt n

c. Thiecnlsonroi;;Zcb- f,- th-e following recommendations:
(1) If R choice must be made among retugee iitt~rw.ts for moe p3UL-mo

poses of psychological warfare, the more highly educated sources should be
given preference. since they are likely to provide more information.

(2' Foi optimum performance, the bulk of an interrogator's assign-
ment presumably should or wiii. 6-ic type of personi with wt,',m he Performs
relatively best. In many caties it will be difficult to predict ,i6 imtrrogptor-
source relaukonship; however, an analysis of eac h interrog~:crr's early V-rk
with different types of respondents may provide clues as to the type with which
he is most successful.

(3) In the preparation of an interrogation schedule, the possibility of
matter-of-fact usage of some exaggerated or inaccurate statements, designod

to Pr'votte the source into correcting the interrogator' " misc once ptions,"
should be con-3idered.

(4
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AMETHO)D

THE PROBLEM

Much of the informnation needed for the plarming and execution ol psych,.-

logical warfare is obtained through interrogation of pritioners of war and
refugee informants. This type of information, which often deals with intan-
gibles such as attitudes and opinions, is quite different from and much more
difficult to eli'cit than materiel and order-of-battle information.

The general difficulty of the task is compoundled by the lack of agreement
arrong persons engaged in lntcrrogation work as to what are the most produc-
tive methods of interviewing. The rnehods now in use have evolved through
experience, and the present interrogation procedures vary widely from organ-
ization to organization and from person to person.

In recognition of this problem, U.S. European Command asked for
research on methods of interviewing average PW and refugee informants, to
aid in obtaining from such sou~rces informa~tion useful to paychological war-
fare operations. Refugees of European satellite countries were to be inter-
viwc ietyi hepooe iuy h sponsoring agency was the Offic-
ot the COiiei ofycakgCi Wafat flu.rrtmernt of the Army.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH'

Prior to the preaem L~tuy, ru- major research had i,_een conducted in
which interrogation techniqueii for obtaining psiychological warfare it n-ma-
tion were experimentally tested in order to obsei-ve their effe- tiveness under
controlled conditions. Two previous studies, however, have 't with inter-
viewing problems and techniques with sources similar to se used in ti.e
present research.

One of these studies was a research project sponsored by one of the
Services (full title is classified) to investigate rrethods used in Interviewing
refugeei4 and Gern-idn prisoners of war returned from Russia. One aim o
the research was to discover, through interviewing interrogation personnel,
what techniques had been found roost useful in various types of interview sit-
uations, Ara attempt was alimo made to examine the interactions which touk

Prrvious civilian research on intervic-inK is klummsz,- i in InrterCring Ina !'ioC~AC Re!Ca"A, by

H~erber, II. Htyman. I hr Unive -sity of Chicaro Prespi, 195.'.
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place during the interview between reepondents and interrogators possessing
various person~ality -htrac'eristics.

Also, in connection w.11r its "Prcject on the Soviet Social Systiem," the
Russian Reserrch Cente -of Harvard University prepared a report entitled
"A Guide for Interviewing Soviet Escar 's"based on observations ma±de by

the Hairvard staff during Lte coLlection 'nd analysis of interview data.

GLNERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

The 64 interrogations on which the present study is based were 2o"-
ducted in Giessen, (.ei-inany, duiring March and April 1055. The HumRR
research team -~as attached for logistical support to a detakrhmernt cotIL

The sourcea were current male refugees from the East Zone of Germany
who were proceased for residence in West Germany at the 1, e (camp) in
Giessen. Three-fourtnii of the refugees hAd come to the West within 20 days
of 'he Interrogation.

The interviews covered four major topics: *Living Conditions in East
Germany," "Attitudes Toward Russia." *Reactions to Propaganda,' and 'Atti-
tu~des Toward the United States." These topics were selected frorn a list ')f

six sliggeztcd by the Evaluation Branch of OCf13aywai-.Art average of 2 1,12 hours was spent in each interrogation. Two interro-v;tons were conducted each day, one in the morning and one in the aftern~oon.
'Incy wtc eirrultaneu .y .-beerved, monitored. and recorded with the aid of
a one-way-vision mirror and a cortctaled i-Acropnosm.

Four Interrogators partcipated ), the study, each c'ie conauctistg I& itiet-
views and serving as observer during 16 others. The roles of tnterrogator
and observer were systen.aticaliy rotated, arcordirl to a master 14chedule
worked out in advance for the entire 64 interviews, so that each in',erviewer
observed eo)ch of his three colleaiguesan RpproxirnLatelyequh.l number of times.

The interrogators were German nationals who had been th.oroughily trained
for the purposes of this researcoi. Tlhe 'raining included intensive review (if
the irterrogation instructions and techniques for handlling various problem
sluations. tests or. the training material, 'mnock" interviews with one anu'.ter
and with other Triernierii of the reseurch team, and oractice with actual sources
during two pretestfs of the interrogation schedule.

The project was conducted by a HuryiII-O reaearchi team of five mnembers.
The office staff included an) administrative secretary and six translators, a)'
German nationals.

TriE RESEARCHI DESIGN

A nrrnple facrural research Jeaigm wa& uaed, and the data were subjected
to an analytui4 (, varian( e. A si iicnatic Jiagrar-, of ti~e research dehigi. is
prespritcd er T;0ih I

4,."W ,ul! N-,er i
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Table I

TIIE RESEARCHI DEStCN

Flger.a4 Sowce6 SouAcei.

,aSLLSA~ik~ PormLiaiv ,siual. w.e

I.1aopTF Ti ~ tks I - .k~a I Totaqu

P.4111u Poltawm poteaf a Ptudq 2a&~ M aliwa Pa.;;; Pattars

z

Ka~osr'1 I I K 1 N K

Toalt88 8 8 64

*Eaci % top,,,214am i ltawt' got i

Each intei .iew waa conducted with a source of either higher or lower

education, in either a "businesolice' or a per-mismve faithion, using one of two
question patterns, by one of the four interrogators. T7here were two interro-
gations for each combination of variblei,rrmakings.total of64 intervi~ews in all.

Ih rec~erch !hus -rrnited !he !our- .. 4or !at *'o - -'..

ously within the framework of the same experiment. One of the advantages of

such a factorial design is that it prorvidca information no, only on the effect of
each of the main factors but also on the interaction effectu of the varlis corn-
biriationB of factors.

INDEPENDENT VARIA3LES

f The results obtained from an interrogation depend upon many variables.
Chief Pmrong these are the source, the interrogator, the interrogation tech-
niques used, the topics covered, the type and wording of the questions abked,
the sequence of the questions, the physical setting, and the psychological cli-

S mate of the irn'erview altuat' _n, While it would be desirable to understand the
effectE, of each of these elements upon interrogation resu~lts. it was necessary,I for reasons of rnanageAbiliity, to limit the focus of attentfon. The variables
chosen for study were M1 the level of educ~ation of O)ie source. f2) the do-.grf~
of formality of the interrogation, (3) the interrogator, and (4) the kinds and
patterning of the qucctions asked.I The Source

Arespundent's age, sex, intellectual capaicity, personalitty, education,
(.(mcupatioli, cultuial background, attitudes, and interents, as well as other
factors.. influence niot only hLi relationship with an interrogator but also the

9
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fund of 1-nfcrmation he brings with himn to the interview. Consequently, it may
be hypothesimed that the effectiveness of Interrogation tcchriquea will vary
Rccording to characteristics of the tiource.

thIdeali'., it woiuld have been desirable to stratify sources by a number of
-th fo)CLors listed aibov'-. H1owever, because or he need to delimit the scope

of the res-mrch, soui-es were classified on the basis of a single factor.
Amnount of educvti,.n was choaen because it was easily identifiable and because
it was assumed to be closely related to the source's fundi of information and to
his interraictioi, -41h an interrogator.

Sources having 11 or more yeai a of education were rlanoified as "higher-
educated;' those with 10 years or fewer were regarded as "lower-educatee."
Th's handling reflected tha, fact that in Germany the first eight yc.Ai.' : t
school are compultory, and rnany pernons attend a vocstlonal school for .-
additional two years. Persons who receive university or "higher" educat-n
almost always have more than 10 yea of schooling.

The respondents were selected by the screerwr of the; platoon to which
the liumRRO research team was attached for logistical support. Because the
number (,I refugees having 11 or more years of education. was relatively small,
the screeners were instructed to send 1--wer-educated sources only when mo-n
with higher educ&.'lor were not available. Whenever raore than one source or
a given level was available, the Gelection was made. at random.

Each source was requested to complete a Perscnial Data Form Which
called for 14 items& of background information (see Appendix A). Thus, if edu-
cation had not proved to be a significant element, the additional bazkground

inform-ation would have made it possible to examine, on an inspection baois. *
the probable rv .Mtonshp between som-e other characterinics of the source
and the amount of information~ obtained. This procedure might have provided
hypotherses tu be 'terte"d ina qe~ rCe!e.rch.

Manner ot Ierrogfation

Two interrogation techniques weie used, designated an "businesslike'
and 'permisitive.*

The *buuinesslike" intervie~w was characterized by a formnal, tr~implroral
attitude toward the source on the part of the interrogator. This formality was
expressed in the interrogator's tone of voice, phraseology, anid posivre, as
well as in his general behavior. Although he treated the source in a courteous
mnanner and made no attempt to, 'browbeat" him, he rnevertheless was -ede rved,)
maintained complete control over the pace of the inter-view, gave no indication
o. personal interest in the source, and showed no signs of approval of the
source's ans wers.

The "Permissive" interview, on the other hand, was characterized by a
Ai !Acd ttiu'et~r-, the. Fiurcc. The interrogator adopted a

relaxed and informal wannier, used a conversational rather than a formal tone.
and adjusted to the source's pace. fie also showed personali nteresit it the
source and indicated approval of the source's responses wheii appropr.ate.

One (if the inain differences between tle businesslike and the poriisive
approach lay in the manner in which- the Inteert toi handled the variousV/ 10/



"prablemn situationsa" which a rise during an in terviLew. These problems, whlc h
stem from charactcrlstics or reactions of the aoturce, include lying, withhold-
ing of information, fear-, irreieva~ncy, hostility, superciliousness. passivity,
fatigue, an"4 Ingratiutio.l.

When tne interrogator was required to behave in a "buainessa like" manner,
ne would either Ignore the source's problem (as in'the case of fear or fatigue)
or aseti-n Ultme for the dituation to the uource (as in the cage of irrelevancy
or withholding of informatiorl). Ir. P pcrmicriive interview, on the other hand,
the interrogutor would trv to alleviate the source's problem by accepting- tile
blamne himself. For example. if _n inconsistency in statemnents ar-.jus: sus-
picion that the source was lying, the "businesslike" interrogator wiuld d':-,',
point out the discrepancy fknr4 blamre the sourve. In a permissive inter ,

the interrogator would accept the blame for the inconsistency by pretending
that he must have misunderstood what the source had prc..vioualy ald-

Another major difference was that in the permissive interviews the inter-I rogator not only allowed. but actually encouraged thle source to indulge in
emotional catharsis. to talk about his troublers. This vias not permitted In
businesslike interviews; a source who began to talk about his uersoyial prob-
lems was interrupted and brought back to the interview topic. The charan-
teristica of the businesslike and permissive techniques, as wefl as methods
of inducing catharsis and of preventing it from getting out of control, are
listed in Appendix B.

TheItrroatern

tIt* we_- c--cfed ths! !t characteristic's c? an interrogailor. 01uch AQ la
personality. interests, and intolligezice. as well as his educational background
and interrogation experience, would considerably influence the results he
achieved in ar IntervIew. Consequently the interrogators were regarded as
in lrtdcpendent variable in this research.

Of the four interrogators, two had received higher education and two had
not. Two of them (orne o, whoynWh wa '...ivcr.ity educatedl were experienced
interrogators, and the other tw.o had haid nu previous interrogaLloi cizpcricrece.
All four hao worked with American groups and all spokf Entglish fluer.Uy;
instruction sessions and discussions &bout the task could therefore be con-
ductcrd in Englirh.

A se'ries of teats was adniitered in order to gain an estimate of the
pernonality. Interests, and intelligence of each interrogatao'. A record of the
. ducatiorial and employment background of each Linterrogator is included in
Appendix C, uogether with a comparisorn of the amount of inforinatiun obtained
by the four In~terrogators on each of the four topics.

In saddition, an index of thle Preferf-nce of each interrogator for either tte
businesslike or permsive manner was obtained before the maint series of
Interrogations waa 1wgun, by having each of them hypothesize an to which of
the two approaches "will getterally yield the better results with moat sources."
The interrogators were not told, of cuur.,". that the real purpose 'or obtaining
their "hypotheseo' was to discover any bias w. -h they might have toward
either of thtisC two technliques uf dealing with a source.

Ui



The Questions

In thre'e of the four sectiosgs of the interview, the form or patterni of
quetio~n-the type, phrasing, or ordcr of the questions-was icypteinati-

cally varied.
(1) General aned Spedcit vs. SpecificOn&. In the 'Atitudes Toward

Russia" section, the difference between the two patterns of questioning lay in
the presence or absence of !4 rererai open-end question at the beginning of
each subtopic. ';. 'aalf. of the interviews, each a! the six suibtopics began with
a -ieral question, followed by a ueries of specific questions en the sk~me

to, z: (Pattern Dl. L, the other interviews, kte tiources wert asked the same

acheve byThis was done In order to determine whether better resultc .

wievdery openin a topic at a broad level, which might tend to enco~rage
&wdrrange of thinking on the part of tht: source, or by focusing a.:ention

immediately uponl a narrow aspect -af the topic, which might ten to retrict
hi. thinking.

(2) Attitudinal- Factual vs. Factual- Attitudinal. In the "Reactiona to

Propaganda" section, the only variation in the questioning was the order in
which factu~i andJ attitudinal questions on a given topic were asked. 'What
newspapers did you read most often in the Easi Zone?"* is a~n example of the
factuaml questions; "What is your opinion of East Zone newspapers? " is repre-
sentative of the attitudinitl questions.

In half af the interviews. each of the six subtopicr. began with
a series of attitudinal questions which were followed by a series of factual
questiviuw (Pattern 1). In the other 32 interviews, each subtopic was introduced
byasking the factual1 qt~estions, fcllowed by the attitudinal questions (Patter'n UI).
The_ que~tionr Lhernasives wer* iden ucal ki aii &u vi , l r"A ~
aequen:ce was changed.

The primary aim In this section was to discover whether or not
lower-ed-ucaisd sourcert would give better answera to the more comnplex hatti-
tudina~l questions when the initerrogator led up to them gradual.y, or established
a framework for them, by asking the simpler factual questions first, It was
expected that hilwhr-educated sourceR L~!Atot need thlu Be'rt of framnework.

(3) Personal s.Iioai In the "Attitvides Tzoward thre Tnit-!d
States" mection, attitudinal questions were phrased in either a 'personal' C.r

anipernonal" manner, the thought being that somne so~.rce. inight talk more
freely, or give more information, when asked how other people feel towards
the United States (in the impernonal questions) than they would i: -,ked to
state their own attitudes (as in the personal questions).

In this section, unlike the two previously mentioned, both types of
questions were ;asked in all of the interviews, instead of usinig each type with
half Of the sample. The six subtopics were divided in: o two groups, which for
'-nntvo-nitive will be referred to here as Group A and Group B. In halt of the

may interviews, the questlons in Group A were naked firbt in a personai mannet,
foliowed by the questions in Gicup B, aslked In an Impersonal mannerI (Pat~tern 1). In thp otner hall' of the interviews, the queetiuns in Group 1B were
asked first in a persuonal manner, and .1hpn the questions in Gr:up A Viere

Raked in an impersonal manner (Pattern 11).



Ii Thus the topics anked in the personal form in one pattern were
asked in the impersonal mannetr in the other. This wan done tu preclude the
posibility that differenceb in results night be due- to the topics rather than to
tha type of question, since sources might he more knowledgeable andio--r more
-eitive about certain tr.prics.

It will be noted that in both Pattern I and Pattern 1U interviewb&,
the perstonal questions were asked first. 11 was felt that Ghis might make it
easier for the : . ce to distinguish betwern the Lwo types of questionn; if
asked for the opinions of iother perions firat, he might tend to answer those
queations in terme of his own personal opinions.

The form and order of the questions in the "Living Conditions 'n F-ti
Germnany " section were the samre for both P.-ttern I ai-A Pattern U.

Thus three types of variations in the questions asked were ir'cludeu .n
the reeearch design. These variations were incorporated into two forms of
the interrogation schedule; in one half of the interviews, the Pattern I form

was used, in the other half the Pattern 11 form (nee Appendi-x Di. The speci-
fic tyrie of variation repr±eented by the two patterns, of couirse, differs for
each aection of the schedule, aince each question variable was tried out In
only one ectiofl.

SPECIAL QUESTIONIhG DEVICES

Two other questioning devices. "provncative statements" and "frankneas
quetios,'were used in the samne form in ail of the initer-views.

The "provocetive statements," utled in the "Living Conditions in Eaiot
C. Prrnanv' section. were deliberately i-ncorrect or naive statements about
&Spects 01 '~~ata ~ Z-_rtt& Wtth WhuiJ1rnoa tis uwti; f--;b !n~tr
These state mentsatisc h as "I understand you dont have to pay very much
for food in the East Zone because it is rationed"-were introduced to provoke
the source into providing information by trying to set the interrogator straight
on the issue. It wam believed that such statements might ittimulate the source
to provide mnore intormation than would the ordinary open-end question.

The "frankiwss queotioi-a' -,ce dekigaed to obtalr. con-.e indication as
to whether the source was Atte~'pting to ingratiate hizseif oir give ai.tswC7R
which hie believed would please kne interrogator. These questions werc
included in the sections on "Attitudes 'roward Russia" and "Attitodes Toward
the United States" because it was felt that ingratiation would be more likely
to occur on these topics.

etc The frankness qtiestiona were stated In cuch a manner that objective
anxswers to them would be either favorable to Russia ("Do you think thE quality
of machinery in the Fioviet Union is higher today than it was 25 years a~grc7")
or uncomplimentary to the United States ("Do you tl..iik thie Amnerican leaders

!,av, m~ade anv !rintakes irn foreign policy since the end ul World War UI? )I TIM DEPENDENT VAILLAFILE

The arm-ount uf relev.ant information oLt-.':d from the interrcgation was
the criterion variable used in this research. Each reoponse was evaluated in



terms of the num~ber of uritts of information it contained. For the purposes of
this studay, 7, Unit of relevant information wait defined as (1) an answer to a
question, 02) aa example, or (3) an amplification of ar. anriwer. For example,
when the question called for a list of i,-cms ("What food itemns are rationed? ,

one or two items were ecr red as one unit of information, three or more items
as two units.

1P Each of the four sections of an interview waa scored separately for the
to>tal number of unit3 of informati on contained, and for the avwerage number of
units per queat ion-. Thcre two iieasures were uL-ei serp;.rately in the analysis
of variance. An important conuideration in e':aiuatimg the interview resiults
was i-ow much information was yielded by each interrogator, type of source.
mnner of interrogation. an~d pattern oi ouestioni ng; the total un~it acores were
xised to determine this. The un~ta per sustion scoreo we~re UheS to atzindaud-
i7.c for different applications of %he techniques such as differences in am

of probing and in length of time per interview.

LIMITATIONS

This experiment, like any social scierice study, it, subject to a numbe-r
of limitations:

notosca iuto.aeietcl ngnr~zn rmti td o(1) Other things being equal, the results arc-- projectable. However,

particular situation, the conditions under which the experiment was conducted
maust be borne in mind. Sorme of the special factors which may affect the gen--

U eralizabtlity of the findings are:
The limitation of suurces and interrogators. toa single ratiuriuality;
The immnediate international situation and the desire of the East

Je~ernan re-L.r'eu5 To oeconir P.L. i 'tCW-tUThe unusually careful and intensive interrogator training program; fPX
The artificiality of the physical arrangemtents fot- interviewirng

(for examole, the effect of the obs~,rver systemn on the behavior

tif the interrogator).

_(2) It will be noted that the deperrient variable was re3trlcted to
amount of information obtaiticud. It was impossible to uat. -aality as well as
quantity of inforrmatictt as a criterion in evaluating the interview resc's
because there was no way of estimating either the validity of the informratiun
or its usefulness "or paynflogical warfare plusposes.

As is typical in psychological war-fare intelligence, a large num-
ber of the topics used in the research were att-Itudin, 1. An inherent difficulty
i attitude studies or this type is the problem of dct-mining accurately the

extent to which a respondent is expressing hits hoiest opinions and attitudes.
Furthertnore, the validity of the factual infornatio.-a on living conditions in

East Germany and pr-opagandia could not be determined, sircc there is no body
Similarly, there was no way of 3Ludgtrag Ume IropuL iai r !J

ness of the information for psychological warfare put poseu. The value of anly
iteir of information depends upoun tne spe-ific psychological warfare rli tasion;
information essential for one psvwai operz i'nr may be valueleis or another.

V,/



Chapt~er 2

PROCEDM'RE

All interviews were conducted at the IHuinRO offices ini Giesse,
Germany. The East Geirnar. refugees who served as sources were directed
to HumRRO by the screener of the 529th IM Platoon. to which the research
te6am was attached.

When the screener instructed a refugee to appear at the HumrnRO
cffice at an appointed time, he oftered no explanation of the purpose. The
sources were not even told that they would bt tnterr,-gated, although many

expected to be. Th#t only instructiona given them were how to get to the

HurnmRR buildintg.

THE SETTING AND PREPARATIONS

E l source arid accompanied him to the interrogation room, a pleasantly furnishedI
rn£,m with an office-like appearance. The interrogator's desk was placed

MEM before a winaclw, and *,he source wau bealcd tou L&I~ he could talft v Ithe iiter -
rogator across a corner of the desk. Among items on top of the desk was aA calendar wi~th a metal base, in which a microphone waa3 concealed. A thin
wire, taped beneath the desk blotter so that it could not be seen by the source,
connected the microphone with a recording device in the adjoining observa-
tion room.

A onfe-way-vision rnirror was set in the wall about two feet aocv 'the
defik From the adjacent room the observer, sitting on an~ elevated plat-
form, could see both the interrogator and the source very clearly through
the mirror.

While the secretary obtained from the sourcc the infornmation called
for on the PetRsonal Data Form, both the interr-ogator and the observer waited
in, this adjoining room, where they rould observe the Hource and listen to the
conversation. This obviated the need for the interrogator to examine the

Nm Personal Data Formn before beginning the interrogation, and gave the obaerver

En an ,opportuni!)y to adjust the volumne control of the recorder to the source's
MAi~e A s n.* 3 n~ iterrogator and th~e nt-,Pvr qv .nrctrnni.,~d

their watches. Thus, when either of themr wished to make a notation about
SUM(c- aUHett Of tile ikterV 'eW, hCc &ould record the e-xact timne at which it

occurred for purposes of locating J# in. tth typescript of the tricnslated
recording. The interrogator's watch was pti 1on the desk 3o that it
was out of hie source's vision.

-'Y, f



* INTERRIOGATION 1'ROCE.)URE

After ihe se,:retar had left the interrogationr room, the interrogator
* entered, greeted the soc s-ce. and briefly explained the purpose of the interview.

A standard statement was used, to ihe effect that the oiganizatiort was inter-
ested irn knowing what conditions were like iin the East Zone and how people
felt about them. This was fn1lowad by an invitat~on for the sour-ce to ask any
q~uestions he mii, have.

The interrogator thenr began the inter-view. Hie had been instructed In
advance as to whether he Ehould behave in a burinesslke" or "permiasive "
manner, as well as which of the two forms of the interrogation sch,,dv'te V- was

i to use. The four interrogation topics, "Living Conditions in East Germa Wv,

'Attitudes Toward ]Rushia,' 'Reactions to Propaganda," and "Attitudes Tor ia
the United States..' were taken up in thot order.

THE ROLE OF TWlE INTERLROGATOR

Since the interviews were recorded, the interrogator's note-tak~ng wafs
rL-stric ted to keeping a log on the source's reactions and behavior and ori arty
problems arising during the courne or the interview. In addition to noting the
time at which each problem situation arose, he also entered his irnte~rpretation
of the cause, the method he used' in dealing with the problem, and the positive
or negative effects of usit'g that particular method. These notes, and similar

-* ones znadt by the observer, were referred to later in discusuions with

N-research analysts. rtutbyineped
T-log woich the interrogator maintained was peuMai nepee

by the source to be riotaa !akr-n on his answei ts. -1 1 :c~t-e r.iiaht have thougnt
it strange if the interrogator had done no writing during the interview..Im

THE ROLE OF THE OBSERVER

The observer fo !owed tho same sort ol recording i~cheme during the
interview as that use by the initerrogator. In addition he noted aspects %J the
interrogators behavior wihich he felt were especially effective or ineffective.
He also cperr-ted the electric recorder and changed the recordxiig discs at
20-miniute intervols.

POST-INTERVIEW PROCEDURES

After the interrogation had been coimpled, the adininigtcative aecretary
tijnk : oc, scurc e i-n t he task lezader'*s office whtere a post -interview was to te

conducted to help iI the interpretition of the interrogation retiults. l'h- roUr'
filled oct a rating scale o his rt.actior.' to the interrogation, including the

'Ek A [eitavior of the interrogatror and t.,e qu-Lstions asked. 'I he task leader then
interviewed the soii.ce :on ,he content and cot) ic! of the interrogation. Int
geiieral. tne po ;t-inverview was coiducted irt a warm, perniiesive nit riner.

16



Immediatelv after the interrogattion,. the interiogator arnd observer i,zje-

*pen dently completed a ratirig scale on the i ur'c'8 persornality, intelligence,

and oehavior during the Interview. Then, while the post-interview with the

source was b eing conducted, the interrogator and observer were separately

inmerv'iewed by two of the research analysts. Th-ese pcat-irterviews included

queglions on problems wHch had arisen duraig the interview, Lechiques

ernployed by ., interrogator, and results obt ;ned, as wefl as charactitristico

of the source and his general reactions to the inter-view.

rThe interrogations wert typed iri Entlish directly from the Gerwan

recoi'dingb by six experienced translators. If a passage could not be Lceativ

nderstood, even after listening to it severRl times, the translator wou i;.-

in parentheses an approximate translation of what had been said. When a pas-

sage was completely uninteLligible, question merks were entered in the type-

script, followed by the translator's entimnate of the number of words involved.

QUALITATIVE REVI]EW AND SCORING

The translated typescript of an interrogation was examined by two of the

analysts foi errors in interviewing, such as omissions or unnecessary repe.-

titions of questiona. inappropriate probing, o- departure from thke specified

businesslike or permisbive mranner. The analysts also noted especially corn-

-mendable features of the interrogator's performance.

The qualitative review by the analysts also included an examination and

comparison of the ratig ec~es completed by the source, the interrogator,

andl the observer, as well as their responsea to the post-in.erview queations

0 AMZTV tho rerords kept durkrgl tit= ilLCh byL~ i.'c 1--C r a.c r nd-- 2r

After this review. the two aiialysts met with the interrogaiur arid observer,

pointing out weaknesses and commending especially effective techniques. Dia-

crepancies between the interrogator's and observer's reactions, as expressed

ir? the post- interviews, rating dcales, and ongoing accounts, were discussed to

determine the reasoor, for disni-pet anti to Hear up' tni3understandings.

The special function of tho controls built into, the Interrugation;j proccdjure,

including observation, ratings, post-interviews, qualitative reviews, anct dis-

cussions, waa to ensure uniformity of procedure-not only by helping an inter-

rogator to avoid repeating au~ error, but also by enabling each interrogator to

learn from the errors and excellences of the other three.

In determining units of information, each interview wvas scored independ-

ently by two analysts Any discrepancies between the two 11cores wcre Jia-

cuss"d and where the analysts could not agree, the average of' the two acores

was %;Ged in the analysis. Such cases of disagrceme-nt were infrequent; the

two analysts agreed more than 90 per cent of the timne oii the initial scoring,



C11apter 3
RESULTS Of THE EXPERIMENT

Eilch of the four section,. of the interrogation scheduic was scored L ,ce,
once for the total number of irmas of information and once for the av(,r-;. .,

number of units per question; In addchtion, the provocative stfltemefls were
scored ' c aver age units per question. In order to determine how much of
the total variation war. due to each of the four indepen'dent variables individ-
ually, and how much ',o the interactions in the various combinations of vari-
ables, analyses of variance were perform~ed on these nine sets of scores.

The reesults of these analyses are discusscd below in termu of the rele-
vanst hypotheses. Of the many relationships explored, only thoiue which seemi
to have potentially meaningful implications are± inclueed here. The discusnionl
is conrluded with a summary of the statistically signfican~t findings. The
analysis of varianc.e matrices, detailed statistical findings. and descriptionls
of the statietical models are shown in Appendix E.

RESULTS FOR EACH HYPOTHESIS

kU. "t cA' tre Source~

Hypothesis ;: Hilher-riucated sovircs willI differ from hiwer-edacated 3r~wces ir
&A* amou~nt of infornaoon tgirl provide.

The more highly educated -er-snn, n.l.cst by definition. nossesses More
information than the person of le-iter education. The higher-educted man in
assumed to have broader interests, to obser-ve witr. mnore understanding, c. )e
able to reortni his togt and ige'ratob more ogeticyate btntr
able to reortn his townt and t' attte oe moreartictoate btnte

lowr-eicaed.Hence, it was expected tLat he wc-,ld provide more infforrn--
tion in an interrogatioki than would the man of less; education.

The lower-educated person of coureQ hae other values as a iesponident inj psychological warfare etudies. Sociological information need not derive trorn
education, and the lower-educ-ated person may be as .;hrewd an observer arid
ever better Wnormed on somne topics. Usually a lower Income person, he may
be more painfully awaL-e Of the cost of food. clothing, anid shelter; more likely
to be a& manual worket, he may h~ate liad nzc cp ene wi~h inrdoc trinattiln
classeE: possibly less self -UnsciO.3,. lie ma 'y be less inhibited about express-
ing stereotyped notions and lisms hetitar.. to gente ralizo on the basis Of lim-
ited evidence. 5ophiceticated interview techniq, i may be able to draw fromn
nirn as much information as from the m'ore highly educated person.

j--



Finding: The higher -educated Sources gavc significantly more utot s
of inforniattoo on all four topics included ir, the 'kiterrogation schedule than
did the 1cower-Lducaled. Thia finding appears it- all four 8ectiono of the Sched-
ule.; it is statistically significant at the .01 level' ..-k two aections and at the
.05 level in the other two.

Conclusion- From the standpoint of rnximizing the quaiitity of infor-
rnatio-i obtained it', answer to socia-pyachological questions of the type used
heve, use of higher-educated sources as informants in more erfective. Of
course, more information does not necessirily m~ean -nore accurate or- 2Tvfre
ueeful inforination. Especirally where class differences are acute. sour,-_.. of
different levels of education may perceive situations very differently.

Effect of the Interr-3gter

Hypothesis 2: The interrogators will differ &R the Oaqomg ol infovmiauces they obtain.

Inter-viewer variance as a factor in research results~ has been of great
concerti tc social scientists for a number of years. Much effort has gone into
means cf ietAsuring interviewer variance and of finding ways to reduce it.

It iq reasonable to expect that dissimilar individuala will achieve signifi-
cantly different result3 in their interrogations. Differences~ in edocatlon and_
in aocio-econorr.lc background, for example, might be reflected in interroga-

tors peforanc. Prson exerince ininterrogation presumably will

warm personality or those who feel aecure interrelationships withote

aeople might be expected to gain more information than interrogators who
are impersonal or who feel insecure with other people. Other factors that

... ,t nilunc reut include rifferecgi vvivoiionn. interests (inF P, pecific interrogation topics as well as in working with people), verbal 'facil-
ity, and role-playing ability such as that requ-ired in assuming "businesslike,*-

permiesive," or any other behavior called for in an aoslgnment.
Finding: Despite the fact that the fc)L- interrcgatorR possessed dif-

ferent interests and personality patterns and different educ ationl hazkgrounds,
work experience, and social preludices, the analysis shiowed no significart
difference in the over-all amount of information obtained.

However.Tnterrogaturs did differ 9omewhat in their success
with higher- versup lo-eer -educated respondents. Generally speaking, the
interrogator who )btained tne mtost information from higher-educated sources
u'-taired the least frorn the lower-educated, akid vice versa. This finding
appears in! all four sections of the questionnaire, and is statist ically signifi-
cant at the .05 level in two of them.

Conclusion: Although with extremely carefut training a group of
inter-viewern m-iy turn in a sirr-lar over-all performance, differences ina thPiTi effectiveness with various kinds of respondents will very likely remain.

MillwalSome interrogators will do best with better-educated, some wittn lowe-
educated respondents. T'he numbet o! inter- ogiators used in this study is no,
large enough to permit differertiatizri of the .. a.cteriatic,, related to suc-
ccess with one or the other kind of reaporiderits.

4.e., ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g th xl"C~an' ol eCPC-11 LCU.-, ct,,r.ce onIk ore ttwe out ,,f looU

i:
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F'or optimnum performance, the bulk or all of a:i interrogator's
ass~iornent presumably should be %Nith the type of person with which he does

* best-of higher or lower educakion, military or civ,.lian, officer or enlisted
min. young or old. In many -cases it will be difficult if nut iinpoB~qible to

*determine iii advance which interrogator will do best with wnicil type of
source. lfowc-ver. an analysis of each interrogator's early work Vwith differ-
en, types of rerr)ondents may provide clues as tw those with which he Lenda

* to have the mobk bccens.

Effect o-.f the lner ain eh!_C-

Ityoesa 3 Sour'ces tteut4d oni a periniuhiv.. mnner it,iU differ from~ IhA04.. &VnLe.i

in a buieslk nanri the ao&., of inforftG&4oa they provide.

Adequate reporting of soc io -psychological data cal~s for insight in~to the
human behavior of the respondent. Although fear and need for release of ten-
sion might cause an individual under pressure to diaclsq,. objective fakcts
which have become a part of hie memory pattern, the same psychological
mechanisms generally militate against his develcping inaiht, which involves
the integration of past perceptions Into mleaningful relationships.

Unlkke hardware-type informnat.on, much of the data called ior in psycho-
logical warf&re interrogations is generally not readily available to respondents
in the form in which it is needed by an interrogator. For example, if a source
is asked to report on the location of a bjildtng which he has seen, the infor-
mation can be supplied directly from memory. However, if he is Psked to
tell wny ne likes or dislikes a particular radio program, he mnay not have 'his
information readily available, even to himself, because he may never before
hay- Prit into words these affecztive experiences. Consequently. in order to
arnswer th-e intern ugantvA'. th- c source fmclR it necebbat ' tY tIrl !o _"fCr a '. , nbnet

aloud about the matter. This may be more e~ibily accomplished in a permis- P
sive than in a more directive atmosphe-re.

It wa 3 thought, too, that a well-treated source would bae mrotivated to put
forth extra effort in an attempt to, srovir . friendly interrogator with a
complete revpornse. The warm -.rd friendly manner of the permissive approach,
along with its provision for emotional catharsis, was exrerted to provide the
sources with an interrogation atmosphere in which they could function with-
out a feeling of threat, in an absence of tension, and with a friendly attitude
toward the interrogator.

F.ndiins: Statistical analyses for each of the four interrogation topiz:
showed no significant difference between the permissive and businesslike
approaches in the amount of inform-nnion obtained. Several explanations fo-
the lack~of difference between results from the two approaches may be advanced:

(1) The contrast between the two roles wa3 not sufficiently
pronounced. BecauiCL the subjects were ptacetime refugees, an approach of

.ial;cvcity crlutd rnot be applied. Tlherefore to these refugees, comning as
they did firm the Eait Zone of Germnany, the "businesslime-a~nc~
nu0t lha\,C con~veyed the relatively austere quality initended. For example,
if itn in.divi'l' hau ome to the interrot;1L.,: expecting harsh and unrea-
soi~ablc treatnient, he might per ceive evvtii dLe cold -.tid unfriendly behavi'or

£ )f thut luisinessilike intrrogator as a welt-onie contrast to his fears. The

20OM , 1
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post -ititeiviews did in fact indicate that about a third of the soucces intc:r-
rogated in a businesslike manner interpreted dhe interrogation as being
personal. (See Ap pe-ndix F.)

(2) The sources presurrably felt both obligated and willing to
provide the West with the information requested. Their m..Jtivation to become
part of the 'Nest might have couniteracted reactioon toward any perceived
severity in t~..et

(3) lit the businesslike approach the interrogator maintained
control of the interview by ineisting that the source stick strictly to the oo' Tt
in question; he did riot hesitate to inte rrupt irrelevant chatter. Since Germwis
are accustom~ed to being treated in an, authoritarian manner in offices c
cial agencies, they may not react as negatively to such an approach aui might
somne other peoples.

Conclusaiorn: Since this research offers no reason to believe that
there is a significant difference in the arrount of information Obta.ned wilt,
the permissive as compared to the businesslike approach, the decision on the
procedure to be adopted in psychological war-fare interrogfatiorns of German
refugees can be based on the needs of the particular interviewing situation.

Effect of Pattern of Queationing

Hy.puthests 4: ThA maaww "aur~o-i obtainedL per questio. m.Aa', cock group
of apecifte qw@s iorte- pn.4 b*- a seavoa qvasti.. will differ from, Ike amo e

obtSaned wAen tAo specific qoasioa ti~oe %re 2jtd.I

The assumption wais that opening a topic at a broader and more generalt level would create a chain of associations an enco urage a wider range of
11.ahe z c.' thc zcturce. Th,,E utI0,,A1t~d - think and talk freely.5 1 the source might give more information in answer to svbsequent specificu

* I questions than if his attention had been focused imn'ed.> ely upon the narrow
aspects of the topic.

* Findiag: No signif irart difference~~a found between the two patterns
L I of Ttcsi oning in the average nrrtb.r of units of infori-ation per qilestion As :I might be expected, more total unitsi of information were obtained whet, The

specific questions were preceded by a general question than when the general
question was not used ait all.

Conclusion: When n series of specific question. on a given. topic is
fairly exhausative, !he Presence or absence of a preceding general qUestion
-- ill not seriouuly affect the amount of information acquired per question.

llyposkAsis 5. Tili ameount o! information obtained froma Lg-r-edacnawl ouev
when, fncw~sl queetions precede as"adinal qursaaons ikillch4 fier from the omuotnt
ubtn&Aedj wheri the o.4er of qaaoatort-ag is retersed.

.t u'a- t"'ought that m.iircef of a lower educational level might not come
to the interview with clearly formulated c'pinions on~ iany of khe topica dis-
cussed, and as a result would have diffio.-Otv in verbalizing thei-r attitudes.I Should this be the ca~de, it was thuught that as.k.- , the factual questions firlit
might providc a framnework which would help the source in expressing his
ideaa. it was assumed that the higher-educated sources would riot nteed this
type of assistance.

2 1
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Eiiin: Regardless of ediicationial level, the amount of information
obtained did riot differ signi!ic~ntly whether factual or attitudinal question~s
were asked first.

Conclusion: So far- am factual arid at? itud inal qiuestions are c once vned,
the sequence of questioni ig does not affect resultd.

Hypos&fflow 6: T4e aorit of iafoatioi obtained from sources r~ked to report
ON o*Ae,.' aiciiies tcwar the Uni;,d S~raze* (am4er~oaui que.w.0~a wii
differ fr"~ gie aino 'talA4med flovi sources iuked i., glive theit own opiffieoni

(p'eao"01 q eefflio.J

It wvas expected that 3our; et would give information more freely on the
attitudes of others. for which 'hey could not be held responsible, thar. ooI !;c
own opiniors about the United States. Furthermore, it was assurned that t1_
would project their own attitudes into what they described as the attitudern r4f
other people in East Germany. According to this reasoning, the impersonal
or semni-projective type of question would result in more information.

Finding: No statistically significant difference wag fiand in the
amount of information obtained that could be attribuied to this difference in
question type.

Some estimate of whether sources were giving answers they thought would
please the interrogator or were expressing their true opinions was obtained
by planting so-called "frankness" questions 'throughout the "Attitudcu Toward
Russia" arid "Attitudes Toward the Uiiited States' sections. Theue were ques-
tionis to which an honest unswer might be considerea ur~favorable toward the
Utrepri States or complimentary to Russia. For ey inplt, in answer to the
question, -U~o you thi-fik Aneica.avc contributt' 4s rnuc to t~te rit:Lda&s v'
art, munic and philosophy as the Germans have?" a 'Yes" answer would be
considered ingratiating, a "No, but then America is a mvch younger nation"
would be con~sidered neutral, and u 'No" answer would be considered ',rank.

A little more than a third of the sources gave predominantly frank
answers, and about the same proportiorn gave predominantly ingratiating
answers. Although the elements involvedare not clearcut, the higher -educated
rources apparently "ended to be more objective than the lower-educated, as
47 per cent of the fornicr but onlN ?2 ue oer ' J; the latter gave predominantly
frank answers.

Hypo~isha 7: For a given topv. she namiber of ai; of m~formoatwn obtaned fron
nmvocati.,e'sesuuilt difr~ Piowut tat obcmad from, ske oe,-.e gut&-ons

on the topic.

The expectation was that i! incorrect or naive sta~ements were deliber-
ately inserted into th, inter-ogation. the s'murce would be provoked into pro--
viding ex~ra inforiria )n iii ata tJnit ',to c. * cl thn interrogatnr'b Ronarent

~sunderstandirnk or misinterpl elation. In ttigthii hypothesis, the find-
ings for the provocative Staten ritu were .;ompared with those for the most
geriezal open-end questions on the topic.

Findr.:Thhpteaswstnb. Provocative statements did
yield more unitH of information tl-,ao the co i(oonding open-end questionis.

Conclusion: Ccntinued thougit -!ii. !1 )e given to indirect .neans of
tiLimulating sources tc, increase the quantity '.n. irmuation they provide. One



effective way is to insert into the schridile exaggi-rated or incorrect state-
ments that wi'l provoke the rtspond* to set the interrogator straight.

STATIST!ICAL SUMMARY

Great f-o-sistency cha-acterizes the resate ()f the analyses conducted.
On all four It~ zogation topics and on both criteria. the findings point uni-
formnly to the respondent as the one signitficanat source of vari;_tion arrnong the
four main variables. In each of the four sections of the interrogations, higher-
educated respondents provided more infc-rmation than did loe: .d ed
sources; this was true reg-&rdlet~s of whether 'total units of informatior
%wvrage units per cruestion" was used an th. .t erion. (A summary J. w

statistically significant results -is given in Table 2.)

Tabir 2

StMAY OF STATINTCALLY S!GN.'FICANT If ESt)IT

Lli.3 *Aui~des I "iic~~m Alo.
Coadtins il Toward t Towuid the
i~s GqnRes7  R,.uI Ptpa. Ifaita S.1

* R s s '~- 'b l .FU n

Sowc -n~ Ua C:r ..0, .V .0"

He onsal-yis of vaisace test (see AppeadLi. 1gaucs mreeut the Ievele of signicance.lot the
istlpsmaiiin ,.slrnkli..whivr *ithet izidi vidvl

3
r w. is caubinaz:: with oik~e coatliuwd wipifireatly to the %wisee

12 the Wo481 1111lo Of W0IrAo1atloo aad tk.. Z-F. _ - :is pft qvieatio.. Thbe result* f,. fi povtcative azestaiwt wav

t~orpared with ikoee hois *elected o,.a-ead Wseton.

One of the special questioning devices, the provocative statemnent6., led
to significant results, bearin~g out the hypothesis that such statemrents provide
mo~re iformation than the average open-end question.

In the analysis of the section ix) which the order of factual and attitudinal
gut..,, ions was varied, the three -factor interaction "interrogator - questions -

te(')iKcaue of trite rrogation uve. , bz: "*tatir.2vlvy rinificant when units
pet c uestion was used as the criterion. Attempt& to formulate an explanation
for this relationship were unsu ccessful, and additional an;Alysea of the raw

data did not shed any more light on the problem.)

The sourcc-interviewer int'2raction was sigitificant in thre'd out of five
analyses, in which ave rage units pf.~r que ition was uHed as the Criterion. In
two sectionsa thie interaction approat_.-o-, 11-ugh it did not quite meet, the
required .05 level of signiificance. Thin f!nawg indicates that individual
itnterrogatorr tend to be r-no~t successful wvitr ccrtair, types of reEpondents;
,tlters will do their he*st work with different typeu of sou -ces.

-4 L ~~7 ?3
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App ndix A

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON SOURCES

Forrr, Used to Coklect Information

Source- PEIhEL IATA FCUN Interveier_"

I. IDte r arrival in West, O= r --y DYi-=

2. Date of Birth- -

y Montb Year

3. Place of D~rth1 3 FLu t I t_ cit~y K reis st4te County ,

4. Pllae lived moot of life_ _ __
City Krels State Country

a. Ihtes: Fr T_._______ . b ',Lal &uber of years

5. Place lived moat during last five years |SCity )Orei So tte Counry

Cita. Dates: ?r=__..)_-b. Total. flatl or yeears- o

6. Marit~A.. status: Single. - Hrr led -Widcw-d -Divoed --.Separated

e7. Jmligimn: Ctholic_ Protestant V.tber (@jecify)

8. Eduacaion: a. Goraw Scbool 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 (Circle mimber of years)

b. MK±JI 'nC l w,. Gymsim (Circle --Aicb oue)

c. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9 (Circle bhiett yfmr completed)

d. Abitur: Yes_-_No-...

e. University (CirclLe semesters completed) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 9 10 1.1 12 or more

f. Field of Stl4,y . Zwischenpruefungen: Tee_.... o__

J. Debr(e_ School (___ify) ___

k. 1 2 3 4 5 ( (Circ'-e number of yeftrs)

1. Field of Study

9R Jecreation en.)uyed must .... . .....

27



10O. Reaing subject mattoer preferred

11. Hobblesz. a. Type of hobby b. toes vbmem arive c. Gei~rru-1 nature of1

3-2. Fore~g Tp ravel & aFisiLae (LIncluding railitzry mervice ad FW
experiews)

a. Counti es __ ALtas a. Covatries b. Dtcv

13. Work eneritnce (*tar-t vith 1"at job and go beck 10 years)

S. Date$ ___ Title Ofci$,1at"o dAtles Id. IatUCM (i1tY)

14. family a. Age (If b. No. of c. Dbt~n d. Present e. Country
Back-a YuGra ocevs~- ..ocatime vhere spent
ground__ schooll~t tion (COU~it4)~ M~t (if life

Mother ______________

Brothers
S istera _________

gife or

Ih - --e



Table A-I

BACK~GROUND) INFoRA'ION ON SOURCES

N arriptive Item oC ew5

- - Year% of VdIa

8 13
9 7

10 11
11 6
12 8
13 6

M~edian eibOw . of school yeas 8.8 12.8

ffstaibstirm by Ag
19.23 yea" 2 2
24-28 yeas 10 3
29-33 years 4 11
34-38 ysauv 6 6

44- 48 yia 4 4

49.53 yesrs I I

mwiisn age 33 33

Pro avsjonal and masasgutial 3 16
Clairical cod sales 7 1W
Agriculture: 2 0

$MsnQAaI W~XkS. 19 4
Students a 2

%,wJ1.w of Days Spool in' Sest
Germany [lfot* IIjORR() J1.cn~ation

1-5 3 4

6-1Vi 8 10I11- 1S 8 7
16-20 4 4
21 aq Fooer 9 7

Median number of days 13 11

klaritsl Status
kiarriod 23 24

rSera:tteA 2 0

Sink1e 5 7

lieligioua .Affii-t~nu
I rueetsnt 23 24
(jathoI.c 5 6

Non4 2

29
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4
Selected Finai11j From the Personal Data Form (93ee Table A-1)

On the avei gc. lower-educated eourea renorted between eight and nine
years of schooling arri highei-eduated more than 12 years'.

The iages of the 64 sc-urcefs ranged fromr 19 to 51 years. The youngest
reriponds~nt in the lower-educated group was 22, while his counterpart among
the "high" sources waa only 19; the median in each group was 33 years.

Q,:cupatic,.ally, half (if the higher -educated sources fell into the "Profes-
sional and Managerial" category (most of the~ were teachera), more thani

* halt of the lower-educated sources were manual workers.
Thcee -fourths of the sources had come to the West within 20 days c of

their interrogation; all Jout khree had been in tC.e West for less th z-. 2
months. Three-1fcurtas of each group were married and the same prope .'n
were Protestants.

fI



Apoemixa B

'BUSINESSUKE" AND *PERMISSIVE' IN4TERVIEW TECHNIQUJES

Characteristics (if iitcrviewer behavior:

Posture erect and mien Poture VI*Z4(i and meloryral

fteewyed Frendly

Forma too*Conversational tone; ase interjections and~
facial feetwas

ForwAl pkuessology; no~ asig lafoenia phvraogy; occasionhl rilaeg

N.:, Ofiling Sffiling when sipproprime

No cakarj, Cathris
No jedicatioa of personal intes"1t I0(djctioe of P0Mob interestjNo nmofta eeWpwr to eowcn EaoticaaI uvq4.ort to ste

or bia~e aoatrce for tke situaiocn) or accept blame faro t iatios)

No indicatios of a~p.ovai Frequent indicatiora of approval

Control oi pace by in~erogat"O n.)

No support of socve. atiernp~e to jus~tify Support of boce ia his attomwle to justify

his actions kie OCtiOlE

A dietailed ist uf miethods for detecting arnd handlir.& problem sit'i, tions
iuch au rear . aigup. lying, withholding information, irrelevancy, etc.) 'is
available in the HurnRRO files.

Catharsis questions u~sed intebeginn of the Linterview:

(1) "How do you feel now that you have cume to the West?"
K(2) 'it must not have been an easy decision for you to come to the Wei~t?'

(3) "How do you (eel about conditicna at the camp?"

Ways of eniccuraging catharsis during _the interview:

5 (2) Repeat or emphasize emotionally charged state ne made by the sourc.
(3) Use expresione of sympathy, empathy, or identification.
(4) (1panly rprornitp incipient mrarafestations of emotiori on the part o~f

the source.

Ways of controlling catha rsis,
(1) Look for something the Roui ce ,ays which you can use as a wedgle to

bay: "Ihat is something 1 Wai IL to ask you abocut."
(2) Offer the rGo.ulce a cigai itte and folit. with the rf'i(t nuestion.
f 1) Avoijd dealing with sensit ye t lr-es itroduced by the soarce.
(4) Reniind the source that you ha- , only limited tune' for 'he iitcrvicw

and cont'nue asking questi ons.

31
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Apqp.ndht C

T HE INTERROGATO S

* Bakg otd Information

Two of the four interrogators had received university education, and the
other two were grnr.asium graduate. rwo (one of whom was universi'
educated) were etperienced interrogators, having served in this capacity with
the American ForvesinGernany. Although the other two had had no previous
interrogation experience, both of them had worked for the Americans, one as
an interpreter for the Army and the other in various cultural-affairs jobs for
the Departmentof State. Three of the interrogutors were 31 years of age, and
the other was 29. Only one of the four was married.

Interrgtor"G'
I. Iti~eTh orth: 1-20-26
2. Marital Status: Single
3. Education: 5 years elementary school

7 years "oberschule" (equivalent to Gymnasium)
4. Previous Employment: Interrogator with the USA.FE Historial.

Research Division, Interpreter and Trans-
lator with the 86th U.S. CIC Detachment;
Kecetifipin; a i each' ftr the U.S.
Army; Evaiuator and Lourt Reporter for
the U.S. Military Government Denazifica-
tion Division; Interpreter with the 385th
MP Service Battalion.

Interroa tor " M "

2. Marital Status: Single
3. Education: Working on the dissertation for a doctorate in Engliah

and American Literature.
University of Marburg: 5 years
Univerbity of Wisconsin: 1 year (Exchange student: I

1951-52)
4. Previous Employment: Interrogator with the USAFE historic1l

Research Division; Coal Output Controllerin a Ruhr mine.

into~'royator_-H"
I - bat-e7 of B ir th: 3 - '
2. Marital Status: Single
3. Education: Graduatc in Law

Heidelberg University: 1947-53
4. Previous Employment Intepieter with the 1at U.S. Armored

L)'vis,; -nd the 3rd Constabulary Regi-
men'; azsibtedi in the preparati, nofninor
law cases while stLending Heidelberg
1Univeraity.

2.
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1. 't f"Erh 7-21-23

2. Marital Status: Marricti
3. Education! 4 years elementary school

6 years Gymnasium
? /2 years Trade ar~d Comnmerce School
2 year& Art Acadeni,

4. Previous Employment: In charge of the Audio-Viiual Aids Depart-
inent at a German murkicipal Institate of

Education; program bupervis ,r a. U.S.

1kifom~ition Center; analyst for th, 2tural Affairs Section of the U S. C1,v~u-late General; Youth Activities Specialistfor a U.S. High Commission of Germany,
R~esident Office; artist for the American
Red CraGs an,! Special Services; fi-ec
lance artist.

Attitudes Toward Techmi ues and Sources

V'her. askea to hypothesize as to whether the businesslike or pcermissiveI manner "will generally yield better results with most sources," two of theF four interrogators selected businesslike (interrogators "G" and -H) anid two
permissive (interrogators "M" and 'F"). The differences between the quanti-
tative results obtained by using the two mnethods, however, were not ateitiatt-
catty significant for any one of the four interrogators (aee Table C-0l. This
suggests that their predilectiens for one manner or the other did no. bias the
results which they achieved.

P -lut-iitierview r-eoposiaes provide addiciunali evidence that the
inte.-rogators refrained from allowing their prefercences to iiflerfere withI their performance, When aaked in what way more information could have

been obtained in the particular interview vwhich they had just conducted or4 obser'.--d. three of the four interrogators Buggested in several instances that
the )pf roach opposite to the one they favored would have been more effective.

D. post -',lte rview dakta indicate that thte inierr-Ogators were not biased
in f- of either higher- -r l..-educated sources.

Table C-I

COMPAREON OF DiFORMATION OBTA~IED BY E;ACF,
INTERRIOGATOR ON EACH INTERH~OGATION TOIC

(in un of Ovre jau soOf 1XfMonallok Pfr 1"A "Opt)

Liviag "V eactimffi A~tudea

M.2.3.6 2.01 2.01 1.0O 1.67 1.S6 3.41 2.96
.1.2. 16 -9 .93 73.2 15 .5 3-09

*2.07 2.7 1.8$ . 1.62 1.8k) 3.13 3.13
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Appadix 0

QUESTIONNAIRE GUIDE

SEC iui' 1: LIVING CONDITIONS !N EAST GERMANY

(Patterns I and 11 are identical in this bection)

1. General

A. Conditione with which people are most dissatisfied
I. Why
2. Reactions of the people
3. Ausignnent of blame for they- conditions

B. People who have the lowest st-indard 'nf Iiviry,
I. Reasons

C. People who have the highest atandard of living

1. Reason_"
2. Reactions of other people

D. Major changes in living conditions brought about by Communist control

Inn" 11. Food

(A. Current food situation)
I. Aspects of the food eituation with which people are especially

dissatisfied
Ft. Reactions of the people

(1, Quantity)
1. Food item s w .ch -are i.n g., est shortage

a. Government ex.ianation
b. People's interpretation o shortages

2. Compensatory measures

b. Individual

(C. Distrit°'ition)
1. Difficulties and inconveniences in obtaining food
2. Rationing systemn

a. Types of food rationed
b. Government iustlfication or explanation of rationing

3. Irregularities in Olstribuiu., -Z .

'(['"N indicate,, prvocative ,,taten,eome b,

34
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(D. Cost)
t(P) Apparently you don't have to pay tlo_ much for food in the East

Zone because it is rationed.
1. Proportion of average person's incomne needed for food

2. Essential food items which are too expensive
a. Reksons

11. 12' hn

* A. Essential itens, of clothiag which are too expensive
1. Reasons

B. Greatest eshortages

IV. HousinK

(A. Current housing situation)
f 4(P) They have dune extensive housing construction on Stalin AlUee.

I presume there Pre other housing proiects in a number of East
Zoae places.

1. Aispects of the housing situation with which people ave especially
dissatisfied
a. Why these particular aspects
b. Asniginment of blamne for theme problems

(B. Aval1,.ility)
-s1. Difficurlties and inconveniences in obtaining housing

2. Inequalities in distribution
a. Grours or ty;:es of Persona enjoying special privileges

(C. General conditions)

V. Health and Medicine

(P) Recently there h2"ve been many 'i1-equipped polycliniics established
in the East Zonre. I '.n~standi that many patiur~ld prefer to go to
polyclinics now instead of to their !amrily docto~rs.

A. Ampects o! the medicaL services with which people are especially

dissatisfied
1. Reactions of thi- people1
2. Assignment of blame for these problems

B. Adequacy of hospital care
1. Medical personnel

2. Medical supplies and equipment

VI. Educational Oppj rtunitiea

A. -knequalitics iii educatio'i a'iible to members of vatious cla!ses 4
B. Reasons

C. Attitudes of various classes tovard irneqjalitifes in educational
opportunlities8
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(PV"e t omat I.i~ oniic9 presume they are much

3. )Pdtquacy of pay
4. 1 ength of wo:ka~vg dpiy
5. An.ount of vacation
6. Control of labor through unionb

(W. Bustness conditic,;g)
(P) They say that independent business men have it much easier

since 17 June 1953.
1. Taxes
2. P-oduction norms
3. Raw material priorit~es

i.Control through government agencies
~.Government competition

SECTION 2: ATTITUDES TOWARD THFE SOVIET UNION

Pattern I

General Questions Followed by Spec ific Probes'

1. AttlLudeA Toward SovietForeig

A. Attitudes regarding the goals of Soviet foreign policy

___ B. Attitudes regprding Soviet policy toward 1) L~ast tzermauy
2) West Germany
3) German reunification

C. Attitudes regarding the inethoda of Soviet foreign policy

D. Attitudes regarditig Sr v.CL L-Itentions for war or 1;''.4.e

U1. Attitudes roward the Soviet Political System

A. Reliefs concerning the existence or lack of individual rights and
personal free-dom in the Soviet Union

B. Attitudes regarding the way in which the Soviet leaders control
the Russian people
1. Organizations

C. Blies reardiigthe power reiaticnkoiip ii, the Sc~vict yl

3. omptitonfor dominance

-YV
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D. Attitudes r-egardinig the purposes of the Comnmunist party in the
Soviet Union rem

2. Pntellinevc oit

of.Attde edn the Russian eopleinteas30yr?

. hi ttitudesr tear Sove Leaders reim

A. Ielienc

B. Exc o hiche' Sotaers e aworking deoreae wilfare ofth
uftRussian pee intepat3 yas

V. Attitudes Toward Soviet Economic Conditions

A. Beliefs regarding the standards of living inl Russia
1. Adequacy of food

2. Adequacy of housing
3. Adequzacy of clothing

F)4. Adequacy of sanitation and medical care
()Do you think that medical care has ipoe nteSve no ne

the Communist -egime? ipoe nteSve no ne
A~t..,.. -;;a-A~ iuu rconomic aw,,ancement

for the Individual in the Soviet Union

swim C. Attitudes regarding economic equality amiong classes and occupationaL
t groups in the Soviet Union

MF Do you think the average percon in the Soviet Union has more oppor-
tunities to attend plays. cleras and rL.acerts today then he had before
the Commun~ist reghu&e'

D. Attitudes regarding collectivization in the Soviet econormy
(F) Do you think the quality of machinery in the Soviet Union is higher

today than It was 25 years ago?

Vi. Attitudes Toward the Soviet Armed Forces

A. Attitudes regarding Soviet occupation troops stationed Ina East Germany

H. Attitudes regarding the strength of the Soviet armned forces as com-

pared withi those of the United States and other Western natione

Mmi Pattern 11

Specific Probes withcao' 6t-! eral Questioits
The Pattern 11 schedule for this sectin contained thc samne specific ques-

tions at; Patterrn I, but the general quesi.onu (indicated above by Homan numera)
preceding eanr group of specific questi, s, were omitted.

3)
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SECTION 3: REACTIONS TO PROPAGANDA

Pattern I

A ttitudiinal Questions Followed by Factual Questions

1. Political indoctrinatior, Classes

A , AtLitud...
1. What ie your c~pinion of t'ie political instruction? Why?
2. 1%hat influence do you think this indoctrintition had on the people?

W1,1)?
3. What did you think of the indoctrination leaders? Why?7

B. Factual
1 . Whait methods were used to enforce attendan~ce at indoctriurition

2. What procedures were uged in conducting classes
3. What rewards !or achievement were there?
4. What purnzhment for failure was there?
5. What topics were einp.iasized in these clv~ses?
6. What kird of people were the leaders or instructors?
7. What did your !eilow-workers and frienis Pjay rbout this

indoctrinAtion? Why?7
8. Who sponsored the political inbtr-uc..ion clAssea?
9). Where were they usually held?

i 0. A, %-hat ti-rnP w, day-f 1'at t',': wnrlfgi, honirs?
11. How ofien were the clabous held?
12. Were you required to attend?

I.Eabt Zone Radio B~roadca~sts

A. Attitudinal
1. What do you think of Last Zone r'adio broadcasts ir. general?

Why7
2. What influence do East German broadcasts have on the people?

Why?

B] 'actuzi]
I. What types of East German programa d. ! yQxa he'ar?
2. Dettribe the type of broadcatits which you Uked most. Why?
3. Describe the type of broadcasts you disliked must. Why ?
4, AWhat thernes were emphasized most in East German broadcasts?f
5. What did your z-xquinlances say about the Eaut Zore radio? Why?
6. At what tines of day did you usus ,ly listen to East Zone broadcasts?
7. How oftef, Jd VDV lISten?
B. Wrhere did you u~ually listen?

111. Western rB:-(adca--t~

A. Attitudittui
Wh;.t is your upinion [ cerradio brcadcaats? Why')

2.Wiit iifluence do yo~j thitik V eaterr broadcasts have on the
People " Wily'?

3. What We-3cter station1 di I'- 1hink genrerally gives the best news
progi amL2? Wthy?

13
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( B. Factual
I . What types of Western programs did you hear?
2. Describe thb kinds of broadcasts which you liked most.

Why?
S. Deserihe the kinds of broadcasts which you disliked most

Why'
4. What themes wc-i- emphasized mos' in Western broadcasts?
5. W .' tId your acquaintancee say ahout Western broadcasts)

Whyr
S. At what time of day did you usually listen to Western broadcasts?
7. low often did ;!:u listen.
8. What Western stations did you listen to)

IV. East Zone Newsp__er

A. Attitudinal
1. What is your opinion of East Zone newspapers') W h '
2. What do you think of the truthfulness uf East Zone newspaper-?

Why9
3. What influence do you think the East Zone newspapers have on

the people? Why?

B. Factual
1. Describe the types of newspaper articlep you like most.

Why?

3. What themevs were emphasized must i. Last German newspapers'?
4. What kind of information did you miss most in the newspapers

you read? Why?
. 5. What dd your frienis say about the newspapers?

6. What newspapers did you re-ad most often in the East Zone?
7. How often was that?
8 Where did yuu get these newspapers?

V. Posters

A. Attitudinal
I. What did you think ot the posters you saw in the East Zone?

Why9'
2, What influence do you think these posters have on the people':,

Why?

B. Factual
1. What kinds of posters did you see?
";-~. . - cr "U i ........ O ~ p*aot*r y0~ SO '". - .

'  
...... .. ,,)

3. Describe the types c! posters which impresses you most.
WhyI

4. What theres were emphasized moat in the posters"
5. Where did you see posters most often)

Factual Quesaions Foilowed by At, -dinal Queaition

The rue~tions us'-d in Pattern II tur tr.is .;f cti 'r were idlent 'e to those
in tPatte-: I. hut the order was chanicd. in eact ;ubtupic the factu i (tJM -

t :is (Gra)up B) were asked before the, ittitwiIlii qUwf4t w'n ; ((;I ) t )

oo. -1A~lk 9
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SECTION 4: ATTITUDE,; TOWARD T'HE UNITED STATES

Pattern I

Iwant to auk your own opinion about the United States. For example:

IEconomic Systern

A. What 0- do you have about living condiiorits in the United States?

B To what extent do you think there is equality among different classes
and occupational groups inl the United Staten?

C. How do you feel about the stability of the American economy?
1. What effect do you think this has on other nations?

11. Foreigfn Policy

A, How do you feel about the goals of American foreign poiicy?

B. What do you think of American policy tuwar-d
I. East Germany?
2. West Gerrmany?
3. German reunifi cation?

C. How do you feet about the methods of American foreign policy?

Di. How tki yij t~el ubo~t Am~erican !-otiornic aid io uLi- ~~ir~
(F) Do yo u think the American leaders have made any mistake. in '

foreign policy since the end of World War III

E. Do you think the United States wa'ite war or peace?
(F) Do you think the average American soldier has more endurance than

the average Russian soldier'

[M. Culture

A. What do you 'hink of AmrrP'mr. z.;ture?
(F Do you thint Americans have contributed as mnuch to the fictdr of

art. music, and Philosophy ae Germans have?

B. What is your opinion of American mitaic*

-:v C. How do you feel about American movies7

I arv I would like to ask you how most of the Lopte in East Geirmany feel
auout 61t: Ufle Statez

IV. Armed Forces

A. What do they thiink of the American occupation troops In West C-ermany?

B. How do most people feel about the effectivenea of the American
armed forceh as compared with thise of other countries?

C. What do pcuple think about tihe America, Roldier?

A'
,~~~~~~~- Ag ()ioin e'-keaqwsoz



A . How do Euit Germans feel about the American form of governmecntl

B. What is their opinion of the power relationship in the AmeriCan sys--
tern of government?I ~?ersons

C. *hat do people in the East Zone think ab Out individual rights and
personal !reedorn in- t ,r United States?

VI. People

A. What do nnout people ini E&st Germany think of the Ame i 1can Leaders!
I. Ability
2. Motives

H. How do theyv feel about trie %xnrirao re.~(ie)

Pattera U

In Patter-a 1 the sarme top~ce wtre L.sod bt tiw tnanner ("P~rsonakV or
"inzoersonal) wiat varicrj. The foilre. WsusA flrat f.,r hi. ~wn $.'~

,U~J.J t#ljIr Ut, Uslacr P', "V act! IVi abo-,e tan wag men s.Bked ibr the
opinions of" others"'on th-e topita In~cluded "un-ier 1, 11 sad n:-I

-7 1
_ _ 4
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iE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE MATkICES AND, TABLES

Ta.M, E-1

LIVING CON!ITIONS IN EAST GERMANY:
TOTY..L UNFTS 0F INF'ORMA'TION FOR FACH I T'TROGATIOJ

HiA.,.Ffteat, Sowc. LAww.Eds.st." Soc".

I BmLIma. Ie ll___lv B|m.te 
P ' U i

g
P e

144.9 176.6 ?W0.5 166.2 59.2 132.7 87.3 89.7 134.A

155.0 1.75.4 210.5 143.5 126.'7 12.9 146.0 136.1 152.8

142.1 102.2 163.2 1 6.0 129.6 159.8 160.9 211.2 149.4
125.1 246.7 195.0 187.8 137.6 121.7 127.6 136,0 159.4

143.0 97.6 167.0 235.9 154.7 117.5 142.1 102.8 145.1
149.0 198.4 152.6 179.0 164.0 163.3 172.0 184.4 170.3
145.1 168.1 133.? 217.4 161.5 106.8 119.3 185.8 154.6

r 2. 1 .1 . . . Ski. 3 . ...

%SAm '43.,G 156.1 169.2 175.7 134.0 130.5 141.7 146.2 149.6

Table E-2

LIVIN4 CONDrnONA IN EAST GERMANY:
AVERAGE UNITh PER QUESTION FOR EACH INTERROCATION

2.07 2.60 2.94 2.47 l1 1.64 1.20 1.42 1.96
2.28 2,Z; 3.10 2.21 1.67 1.92 2.00 2.0" 2.19

2.12 1.62 2.53 1.91 1.80 2.32 2.15 2.89 2.17
1.53 3.58 2.97 2.61 1.74 1.64 1.80 i.77 2.21

.10.3 2.2t 2.91 1 _ 9 1.53 1.78 1.17 1.85
2.33 2..5 1.73 2.08 2.25 2.2. 1 .9B 2.49 2.22

1.99 2.63 1.30 3.02 2.78 1. 45 1.63 2.90 2.21
2.15 1.05 1.77 2.64 2.27 1.75 2,74 1.8.5 2.03

Mean 2.06 2.21 2.33 2.4t8 1.94 1.84 1.91 2 7 -W

t 42
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Table L-3

ATTITUOES TOWARD RUSSIA:
TOTAL UNITS OF NFORMATION FOR EACH INTERPOGATION

aw{ s1~ TT1~iE 9'~l~IU.1Lowe _ _r-Edoate Souces

"~ "T
"3 A"Ro**eik* 'T Poralive g.wLm~mhk PamrW*ve / e

__ _ _ _ _

71.7 64.8 77.4 118.0 14.3 59.6 "5.1 20.4 110.1697.3 73.8 124.0 63.0 62.0 61.7 6C.0 (.6 76.33

90.2 72.R 96.2 59.0 75.7 64.4 77.1 96.4 9.'2v
47.7 82.5 )01.1 87.S 73.2 54.2 60.3 71.0 7.. ;

9.0 61.0 96.5 49.3 86.S 44.1 76.0 38.1 68.09
Q0.0 87.0 68.2 76.7 100.6 94.6 49.0 90.7 82 13

86.2 79.4 60.1 74.9 75.1 35.9 62.9 58.0 b9.06
84.7 28.4 76.4 56.6 92.8 46,1 76.2 48.7 63.74

Meanm 82.60 68.71 R9P.99 73.13 .2.53 57.5H 64.58 61.76 71.4

T~n L---

U ATtTnUDES TIOARD RUSLA;
i AVERAGE UN-TS PER QU-ON FOP EACH INTUIROGAT N

3 9 tc h c G ~_ _--

1.67 1.75 1.61 3.37 .41 1.42 1.10 .62 1.A9
2.26 1.89 ..02 1.70 1.41 1.67 1.67 1.63 1.91

2.20 1.73 Z.,6 1I31 1.8) 1.74 1.71 2.59 1.96
.97 2.23 2.9 2.36 1.38 1.26 1.31 1.69 I.T2

2.1! 1.27 2.35 1.64 1.44 1.16 1.36 .63 1.5 W
2.31 2.29 1.52 1.72 2.65 2.,3 1.11 2.83 2.13 -

'F" 2.10 2.48 1.57 2.08 2.14 .92 1.38 2.9' 1.84
2.29 .71 1.82 1.77 i.84 1.07 2.18 1.39 1.6-

M.i 1.99 .79 2.12 2.0, 1.65 1.48 1.48 1.68 1.78

Im

41
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Tab: E-5

IE.AC11NS TO PROPAGANDA:
T 'AL U.4r'S OF INFOR ArIO. F[t Efil !N' tRR._AiioN

t I

f- ct. L. I:la Facifti- A.u.Lsel- '

Fo~ t..4AIFe%. A-dsa;Fa I k itukwl "1.1 Ahut".M

112.8 134.9 147.6 1.4.0 70. 110.6 83.6 31.4 I .63
124.0 103.0 177.2 110.4 119.8 131.0 111.0 1111.8

a k. 9.7 104.9 L24.9 83.0 117.3 99.f. 62.5 166.4 7.
114.9 144.1 127.6 150.0 131.8 66.6 101.7 106.0 117.64

132.0 115.7 107.1 120.8 1124.0 80.0 113.3 ]11.5 111.68
120.0 128.5 99.6 118.9 131.3 122.8 85.7 137.8 118.08

107.0 109.7 103.9 127.7 103.2 06.5 118.! 94.0 107.51
115.0 72.5 119.7 77.2 118.2 84.6 112.4 98.s 99.39

"aou 115.18 114.16 125.96 117.75 112.96 98.94 9.54 I0. 11132 t

REACTIONS TO PROPAGANDA:
AlvUACF1 e! T -'QESM!N Pro F&CII INTERROGATION

HijeinrdUstate *Sawe., Lj~wa.-Ed woid Sw s

8~s~mm~Hos~imsake PWu1Latr,

1.52 2.41 .8 1.88 .93 ).30 1.31 .73 1,49
G 1.77 1.63 2.46 1.42 I.S.. 1,66 1.63 ,.S4 1.71

. 1.47 1.40 1.76 1.57 1.,56 1.6, 1.42 2. z 1.54,

1.35 2.06 I.75 2.03 1.69 1.OS 1.33 1.49 1 .

1.6, 1.41 1.53 1.78 1.60 1.19 l.P ..Is 1.406
1.58 1.67 1.31 1.29 1,73 1.83 1.50 2.1V 1.64

1.55 1.80 1.24 2.2 2.20 1.^7 1.62 1.92 1.74
2.02 .88 1.87 1.29 2.23 1.46 1.84 1.87 1.68

ve1' 1.61 !.66 1.72 1 /G 1.69 1.43 1.50 1.65 1.62

11
S44 -
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Tb F

ATTrl')I.S TOWARD THE UNEITD STATFS:
TOTAL UNITS OF INFORMATION FOi E, CI! INrERROGATION

l Hi - c ,-d owces .Lo-er-vcxted Sowcic

1iagmorr 8101,26usike Permaissie Bawsieais o h~a

27.2 17.2 28.0 27.0 14.1 6.3 28.3 12.4 20.06

IsG" 1.() 33.0 27.0 28.2 19.7 22.6 8.1, 5.'t 19.9 i
.39.S 25.0 3,8.0 37.3 26.6 17 .51 18.P 19.S 2o1

-i21.0 25.0 1,.0 23.0 21.0 26.0 23.1 24.0 '2-4.

31.1 22.0 33.0 16.0 25.S 21.0 25.7 17.0 23.91
- .9.6 34.1 16.0 28.0 14.4 21.9 34.3 37.0 26.91

18.0 15.0 36.0 22.8 33.0 23.8 17.1 14.0 22.46

3.3.7 42.2 26.0 32.6 16.5 24.0 28.0 31.0 29.25S38.0 2.0 30.8 17.1 29.0 19.G 28.0 17.0 25.99
H. 25.0 31.9 23.8 3n.6 !4.0 27.0 11.0 25.0 23.54

32,0 30.0 24.2 19.0 34.0 28.9 16.2 16.0 25.04
31.0 26. 17.1 31.6 24.0 33.0 24.0 34.9 27.80

17.5 }3.2 26.8 17.9 20.0 ?4. 26.0 16.0 20.18
0o.0 29.2 2S.2 26.2 11.8 17.0 20.0 33.0 M80 r_

* 37.0 21.5 17.7 16.1 28.6 30.2 29.9 21.9 25.36

12.0 i 15.9 23A+ i., u.u 27.u i 6. 2 .29

VS%,. 26.78 25.69 25.47 25.15 22.01 23.08 22.18 21.32 23.96

Table E-9

A'lflTUDES TOWARD THE UNITED STATES:
AVERAGE UNITS PIYH 0 E..'N Fud EACH INTFIRO ATION-

sTb.i..at.d Somvea U Lwr-Ed,,catcd N':e,,

L L'....SIiko . .im..sILi- Prrusi ait Mean
'.r,.o,,. I.+n,,MtI Po....i I I=S..o,,.t i9fl* 1*,o I.,,nt Po, o.. I b=l.=*oc

1.82 1.23 1.87 1.93 1.0 .63 1.66 w0 1.38

-G. 1.15 2.54 2.25 1.76 1.41 1.26 .56 .38 1.41

2.64 1.64 2.71 2.87 1.67 1.03 1.35 1.63 1.9-1
1.90 1.47 1.13 1.28 i.L i.t.: ;.22 1- !1..2

1.73 1.47 1.81 1.14 1.02 1.62 1., 1.13 1 46
1 .48 1.62 1.07 2.00 1.41 i.46 2.15 1.95 1.65
1.12 1.00 2,40 152 1.U.5 !.70 1.14 .2 1.4

5+2.41 2. ,32 1 .Ab 2.04 1.03 1,.) 1.7S 1.82 1.8.5

45
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.k'rrTIUl2ES TOWARD THE UNITFD STATES:
AVERAGE UNT'n PER QUEStION FOR IEACH iNTERROGATION

UwIdcMd t 1,wer-Eumated Saw- as

Bern aisaatke pmkrai'. j Wan

2.11 1.93 1.71 1.22 1.38 1.27 1.33 1.06 1.50
1.67 1.&8 1.70 .70 1.06 1.50 .60 1.14 1.47
1.78 2.w0 1.21 1.06 2.27 1.03 1.08 1.23 I.S,
1:63 168 1.43 1.32 1.83 2.20 2.00 2.68 1.:

1.59 1.20 1.12 1.28 1.43 2.00 1.34 1.07 U.3,
.67 2.8 1.8 1.75 .79 1.00 1I.I 2.36 1.67 

52. i.19 1.18 1.34 2.04 2.16 1.87 1.68 -. 86
.92 .94 1.59 1.81 M.1 1.93 1.Z3 1.11 1.34

%was... 1.78 1.71 1.68 1.63 1.43 1.53 1.44 1.30 L.57

Table E,9

Ps"PROVOCATIVE STAMhWITS ERSUS SELLM~D WE-EN.F)f QUINSM:
A(F.,Er. INiTs PER QUESTMIo

Mlgbot-Er.IvWA Sam Soors

s" a_ _ /_g_ _ , ,Main

2.60 2.80 4.60 4.10 4.90 .86 1.00 .67 2.32
G. 4.00 3.20 i.,K. 2.9v 3.20 2.6n 3.0) 1.43 3.17

3.60 2.10 4.6L 3.80 2.43 1. 9 3.25 2.22 2.94
3.60 2.90 4.40 2.50 2.79 1.60 5.00 2.10 '.11

4.41 2.50 4.22 3.00 2./A0 2.10 5.43 2.78 3.3a
.1. 2.63 1.61 4.44) 1.70 3.01 2.52 5.53 3.24 3.08

2.09 1. 6 4.4') 3.10 3.40 1.50 2,60 1.89 2.61
7.40 3.50 3.64 2.56 2.51 1.66 3.80 1.10 3.'

2."') 2.30 3.20 2., 3.80 2.57 2.40 1.70 2.66
2.40 2.00 s.i7 3.!' 2.33 1.56 1. .85 2.2'
3.80 2.50 3.32 1.56 3.80 .. 50 3., 2,5 2, 9I
3.66 2 13 3.20 2.70 013 2.30 3.05 2.83 3.01

3.20 2.78 1.32 1.S1 5.05 2.60 2.3w 1.3b 2.52
4.20 1.90 2.52 2.16 2.1 3.02 3.65 3,33 2.96

>1.3( .10 t.'. 2.2.5 .. I.SO 2.38 1.-59 2.13

Aran 3. ta 2.31 3.90 2,6"1 .30- (.00 3.36 2.18 2. W)

C Elm
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Tah~v F.-10

liVING CO1NDITWINS IN LASRT GERMANI.:
ANALYSIS BASED ON Tf1TAL !U - O'S OF INFORMATION

so". of levels

Fi~ecm I(p)

Rotwee Soutces "43%32 1 %UC.32 6.59 <.05

IBetween~ 1tecrgators 2753.65 3 917". FI
B3et'ween Techniques 4721.40 1 4721.40 3.84 - .10
S a I isterickion 7832.35 3 2610.78 2.25 .11;

IS x T Intstretiou 470.35 1 470.35
I I 1 Izircion 133.1)8 3 ". 36

*S xI Imlt~ftCtion 12,16. 5A 3 425.50
Relidu&al 61504.(.9 48 1281.34

*Tot@] 87180.74 63

Tsbl* C-1 I

AUVIWi. CONIfTIONS IN EAST GER5MANY:I ~ANALYSS BA=ES ON UJNMT PER QUETSTON i
scm*a Vi. SU Q -7,08 941 .. s

Sqwo Sqse i

Bk-tween Sources 1.73 1 1.73 6.08 <O

Ve5.ween lechbiquee .56 1 .56

S I ntetncti~a 1.78 3.9 22
STInhwlectioni.

I x T lunemctio. .15 3 0
S9i ST x Iatemction .10 3.0
Rtiimml 14.35 48 .30

1.~.i38.98 63

47
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Table F- 2I

ATITITUJDS TOWARD RUSSIA:
ANALYSIS BASED ON TOTAL UNMS OF iNFORMATION

Sauwa a' Oejr..oe Moo%2~

Ue 1tween So ace 6 3362. 5 1 3362.55 8.64 <.01
Betwets Interrosa.oqe 10155 3 358.-2
letvwa Tec6aiq*es 64.61 1 64.61
-iBaa Qi u estious 2353.47 1 2353.47 6.05 <.35

S a I Iwrmtio 2502.75 3 834.25 2.29 <.10
S % T Interection 242.19 1 242.19
S x Q Isanrctioa 368.67 1 158.67
1 a T Imsomctica 1640.71 3 546.90
I a Q Inteclion 1307.22 3 435.74
T zQIstetiW 931 4 1 83.94

S x I x T lati'rctnon 130.58 3 43.-M
S x i x Q !Ga; .cion 322.62 3 107.54
S x Ti Q liteuction 22F.39 1 22&32
i x T x 0 Iuteractior 824.30 a 274.73

S a I i T a Q Interaction 1523.21 3 507.74

Rlevidual 1321)1.78 32 412.56

ToWa 29032.44 63

A.'iTUDMS TOWARD RUi:
ANALYSIS BASED ON UNITS PER QULVrION

Sowucs s4 Vociae, f.

Between 50-f "a 2.66 8.22 <.1I

Beiwaee InIermtom .23 3N
B I tetweat Taclmiqoas .15 1 .- J
k Betweev Oeea at m .06 1 .06

S x latemTttiom 1.43 3 .48
Sx T Inteaaction .1 1 .1
5 1 Q Imeactioe . 1 .11
I x T Interactiat 1.15 3 .38
I x Q Interacti''i 5 3 L8
" x Q lnter ction .21 1 .21

S a I x r |lt.rection .3 1 .13
Sx I x Q Intenction .41 3 .14
S x T x Q laIterction .07 l .07
I Ta Q ltermtioa .8.3 3 .28

S x I x T % Q Interaction 1.30 3 .43

Rtbgiua'l 13.03 In .41

Totsl 22.09 63

A,~~Y - I

Ill-,



'..VCT1ONS TO PROPAGANDA:

ANALYSMS BASED ON TOTAL IJNMT OF 1NF()RMITk)"i

Betee Siaato, k11 05R .9 <0

Hewer Q FWpm 1394.65o 3 421.31

Si I en T latast io 216.82 3 816.82
S x I latQ luttin 292.7 3 W7.S8

S ix Q atct~io 183.67 1 183.59
I x T Q Iactano-a 3670.2S 3 1164.75

S x i x' T Inecto 335.42 3 111.27

ItCaidWI 17774.48 32 S55.45

Total 3857&.08 b

AAIL-VS~ BASED) ON UNn'S PER QUE-SVfON

Betw~eb Sources .17 1 .)7
fle*:-ea Intatrogalorm .22 3 .07
045tweno Tachniques .03 1 .03
Between Qusucioi'u .00 1 .00

SxIntecoD1.15 3 .38 3.37 <0

S IQ laterauction .03 1 .03

I xTateriction .13 "1.04
I x Q Interactio'a .30 3 !
T x 03 Inttioa .12 1 12

S axT ntraction .01 3 .00
S I 1 x Interactioni .03 3 .01

S I 'r I Q ttaction .22 .22

1 x T x Q Interaci.on 1.27 3 .42 3.28 <.05
S xI vT xQ Intetction .13 .04

Residual 4.35 32 .14

Ttl8.19 63

A 44



T L-16

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE2 UNITED bTATES:
ANALYSIS BASED) ON TCarAL uNrts or viNoHmAToiO

squares

'M.tween tatereI~an 352.31 3 11" 2.26 1

I laT 3enctioo .2 52

1 Q aatm X3 3.1
T K fatem-tios 2.65 1 2.65
S x T lnaen.ciom 94.41 3 31.60
S I zQinterctiom 71.07 13 3.
S iT QIccmdctic 14.44 1 U4."
I %'(i tnteiracticm 30.44 3 .1

5 1TI Ix~ntomiam~ 17.87 3 S.96

Iloidlik! 556.70 96 5V.98

__ teai715&.97 127

ATITFUDES TIOWARD THEf UKITED STAWk:
ANALYSIS BASED ON UNMT PER QUEST1N

Sovwa of vuiw of M. 3
So~t.~ ofVhg~a~. IF.~dam Sq's..i

Betiecr Souces9.29 <.C
Retwen iemaatem 063

Bewe usim.01 1 .01

SI fTaQtercto 2.1-V 3 .77 332 <0

I IK I In teratian .37 3 .31

I rs! io 31-3 12

* I Iseto 43C



Table F1101

PRiOVaCATIVF. STAiTENNrS:
ANALYSIS BASJFD ON U-NiTS PER QUF-STION'

I i[.w.7Stcj .1)7 1 7.07 8. !5 <
Bowna ~3.25 3 1.08

BRemses Techoiques 2.49 1 2.49 2.94 <.10
Betwe Qqaeutiona 40.66 1 40.66 47 99

SaIlnstrmrtiom 8.75 3 2.92 3.36
S x T Intation .23 1 .23

S i Istleeectioe .13 3 .13

Sx Q itevacto 2.02 3 .67

I xT xQ iststaction 1.36 3 .45

Sx I xT aQ teecion 1.23 3 .41

I~,da88.10 96 .92

Rows 162. 10 127

F' m
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ALupvndix F

RESPOHSE4$ OF 60 SOUJRCES TO SELECTED POST-INTERVIEW QUESTIONS'

Nurmbr

W hat do you thinK waB tV'. E-urpose of the interview9

To obtaji, over-alt picture of life in East Zone
To obtain attitudes of East Zone people 28
Miscellaneous 9
"Don't kitow"

Lt there anything hich you e=dily liked about the interview9

Particular topic-
Living Conditions 5
Attitudes Toward Russia 1
Reactions to Propaganda 2
Attitudes Touard the United States 3

Political" 4
Conduct of interrogation 30!ntcrt st p lown !r.,ag i'. £ one a

Everything 6
Miscelianeous 8
Nothing I

Wha did you like least about the interview 9

-art:cular topic:
Living Conditionh 3
Attitudes [oward Rusf:-a I
-eactionm to Propagandia 2
Attitu,-f? ")v/-"d i, Unit(-d States 9
- Politiaul" 9

Repetitionr of questions
Too much detail 2
QdCSton8 too RpWcifOc I
QueBtioiis too gIneral I
BehaviGIr of interriogator
I.A tiglh of irier roganii.,rt 2

Nothing JU

How do yuu feel about th r._a J_,IJ wf rf, trf! eakt, dirlr,,tho interview)'
I ~A tit Ii(14 V;:Xtr .0 ~

,... I-, l;dV' h' 1

1l,0. rt-'f ,.' ,re ,I heid ..ail [,r '.:.-' -,



4

Numb.m

Did you !eel unean3% at any time during the interv ew'

No 52
No (q ualified)I
Yecs 7

Would you ha% rferred that the intervicw hu been conducf(-.d in a more-
personal oi' irr -ersonai man'ner ahn it act'~afN was

SAJ1c*3 S.MifCog

Intewragai.d lnterooe
inc o n

Bu~,wsnike Permissive
MoWfle M~nnoc

Au it was. ("persoznai") 1 26
Ait was 3 1

Ag it was ('impersnat') 2C
More personal 143

I'3

to-I~i~th


